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ABSTRACT 
En central problemstilling indenfor politisk filosofi er fordelingsretfærdighed. 
Hvordan skal fordeling foregå i samfundet, for at kunne siges at være retfærdig? Med 
udgangspunkt i John Rawls’ indflydelsesrige teori om dette emne, forsøger vi at opnå 
forståelse for, hvorledes dette problem kan løses. Ved at tage et udsnit af 
betydningsfulde teoretikere, ønsker vi at belyse forskellige holdninger, angående 
fordelingsretfærdighed, indenfor den angloamerikanske politiske filosofi efter 1960. 
Som supplement til Rawls inddrager vi derfor Ronald Dworkin og benytter desuden 
Robert Nozick som modsætning til Rawls. Yderligere benytter vi, i form af Charles 
Taylor, en kommunitaristisk kritik af førnævnte teoretikere, da hans teorier bygger på 
et kontrasterende grundlag. 
 
Afslutningsvis konkluderer vi, at teorier om fordelingsretfærdighed afhænger af en 
forståelse af, hvad retfærdighed, lighed og frihed er. Rawls’ teori har huller, som 
pointeres og udnyttes af andre teoretikere. Debatten er dog stærkt influeret af de 
ideologiske forskelle, som adskiller deltagerne. Som så meget andet indenfor filosofi, 
synes debatten om fordelingsretfærdighed at være uden mulig ende. 
 
RESUMÉ  
One of the central issues within political philosophy is justice of distribution. How 
can a society handle distribution in a way that is just?  Based on John Rawls’ 
influential theory concerning this topic, this project attempts to gain an understanding 
as to how this problem might be solved. By using a selection of significant theorists, 
this study aims to shed some light on different positions concerning justice of 
distribution within the Anglo-American political philosophy after 1960. Hence, the 
theories of Ronald Dworkin are used as a supplement to Rawls while Robert 
Nozick’s arguments are brought as a contrarian to Rawls. Additionally we 
incorporate a communitarian critique, represented by Charles Taylor, upon the 
aforementioned theorists because his theory is built on a contrasting foundation. 
In closing, we conclude that theories regarding justice of distribution depend on an 
understanding of what justice, freedom, and equality are. Rawls’ theory has its flaws, 
which is pointed out and taken advantage of by other theorists. Nonetheless, the 
debate is strongly influenced by the ideological differences that divide the 
participants. As it is habitual in the field of philosophy, the debate regarding justice 
of distribution seems to be without any possible end. 
 
